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genuinely want to provide family-
friendly arrangements, they are free to
do so under current law. The key is the
40-hour week. Employers can schedule
workers for four 10-hour days a week
with the fifth day off, and pay them
the regular hourly rate for each hour.
No overtime pay is required.

Employers can also arrange a work
schedule of four 9-hour days plus a 4-
hour day on the fifth day—again, with-
out paying a dime of overtime. Under
current law, some employees can even
vary their hours enough to have a 3-
day weekend every other week.

Employers also can offer genuine flex
time. This allows employers to sched-
ule an 8-hour day around core hours of
10 a.m. to 3 p.m., and let employees de-
cide whether they want to work 7 a.m.
to 3 p.m. or 10 a.m. to 6 p.m. This, too,
costs employers not a penny more.

But only a tiny fraction of employers
use these or the many other flexible ar-
rangements available under current
law. The Bureau of Labor Statistics
found in 1991 that only 10 percent of
hourly employees are offered flexible
schedules.

Current law permits a host of family
friendly, flexible schedules, but vir-
tually no employers provide them. S. 4
has a different purpose. It would cut
workers’ wages. That is why employer
groups support it unanimously. Obvi-
ously it is not just small businesses
that wish to cut pay and substitute
some less expensive benefit instead.

My colleagues made another point
that cries out for response. They con-
tend that S. 4 gives employees the
choice when to use accumulated com-
pensatory hours. Once again, this is in-
correct. Under S. 4, the employer could
deny a worker’s request to take
comptime and the employee would
have no redress. Even if the employer
failed to comply with the bill’s stated
standards governing the use of compen-
satory time, the employee would have
no right to protest, and no remedy for
any protest that was lodged nonethe-
less.

Contrary to my colleagues’ conten-
tions, the Democratic alternative that
was offered on May 14 by Senators BAU-
CUS, KERREY, and LANDRIEU actually
gives the employee the choice of when
to use accrued compensatory time. My
colleagues’ statements to the contrary
notwithstanding, it is not the Govern-
ment that would make that decision
under our alternative, nor is it the Sec-
retary of Labor.

Instead, the Baucus-Kerrey-Landrieu
amendment gives the worker the
choice. If an employee wants to use
compensatory time for any reason that
would qualify for leave under the Fam-
ily and Medical Leave Act, the em-
ployee has an absolute right to do so.
This simply gives employees the abil-
ity to be paid for leave that they al-
ready have a right to take on an un-
paid basis. Thus, an employee could in
fact use comptime to care for a seri-
ously ill child, or deal with a newborn
or newly adopted child. Supporters of

S. 4 claim this is what they want their
bill to accomplish. The Democratic al-
ternative actually achieves that goal.

Under the Baucus-Kerrey-Landrieu
amendment, if an employee gives more
than 2 weeks’ notice, the employee can
use comptime for any reason as long as
it does not cause substantial and griev-
ous injury to the employer’s oper-
ations. Thus, if a worker wants to use
comptime 3 weeks from today to at-
tend the school play, he or she can do
so unless the business would suffer this
acute level of disruption. Again, the
proponents of S.4 allege that they want
to give employees the ability to do
this. But only the Democratic alter-
native actually gives employees the
choice.

If an employee gives less than 2
weeks notice of a request to use
comptime, under the Democratic alter-
native the employer must grant the re-
quest unless it would substantially dis-
rupt the business. Once again, this sup-
plies real choice to employees while
protecting employers’ ability to run
their businesses. Flexibility in the
workplace must run in both directions.
The Republican bill gives all the flexi-
bility to the employer, and gives the
employee nothing but a pay cut.

One final point requires a response.
My colleague from Missouri contends
that S. 4 simply gives hourly employ-
ees the same benefits that State and
local government workers have en-
joyed since 1985. He argues that Demo-
cratic support for that earlier legisla-
tion is inconsistent with our opposition
to S. 4.

But the facts belie this contention.
As the Senator from Missouri well
knows, the Fair Labor Standards Act
was amended in 1985 to allow public
sector comptime principally to allow
State and local governments to avoid
the costs of overtime pay. The Senator
from Missouri was Governor of that
State in 1985, and he testified in sup-
port of the changes before the Senate
Labor Subcommittee.

Historically, State and local govern-
ments had not been subject to the over-
time provisions of the Fair Labor
Standards Act. When that was reversed
by a Supreme Court decision, those
governments were faced with substan-
tial new costs. They immediately
sought relief from Congress so that
they could avoid the costs of overtime
pay.

For example, the National League of
Cities claimed that, without relief,
‘‘the cost of complying with the over-
time provisions of the FLSA * * * will
be in excess of $1 billion for local gov-
ernments.’’ The National Association
of Counties reported that ‘‘It will cost
States and localities in the billions of
dollars to maintain current service lev-
els under this ruling. * * * We need
flexibility to use compensatory time
and volunteers as alternatives to meet-
ing the public’s demand for increased
services when we are faced with budget
shortfalls.’’

Such estimates, along with similar
dire warnings from other States, led to

the enactment of comptime legislation
for State and local government em-
ployees in 1985. As Senator HATCH put
it, that legislation was meant ‘‘to pre-
vent the taxpayers in every single city
in America from suffering reduced
services and higher taxes.’’

Deny it as they will, supporters of S.
4 have precisely the same motive. Sav-
ing money is precisely what the sup-
porters of S. 4 want to accomplish. A
representative of the National Federa-
tion of Independent Businesses testi-
fied before the Labor Committee in
February that small businesses support
S. 4 because they ‘‘cannot afford to pay
their employees overtime.’’ Cutting
workers’ wages is unacceptable to
those on this side of the aisle. That is
why we oppose S. 4.
f

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business yesterday, Thursday,
May 15, 1997, the Federal debt stood at
$5,344,063,176,240.27. (Five trillion, three
hundred forty-four billion, sixty-three
million, one hundred seventy-six thou-
sand, two hundred forty dollars and
twenty-seven cents)

One year ago, May 15, 1996, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $5,115,694,000,000.
(Five trillion, one hundred fifteen bil-
lion, six hundred ninety-four million)

Five years ago, May 15, 1992, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $3,918,654,000,000.
(Three trillion, nine hundred eighteen
billion, six hundred fifty-four million)

Ten years ago, May 15, 1987, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $2,290,946,000,000.
(Two trillion, two hundred ninety bil-
lion, nine hundred forty-six million)

Twenty-five years ago, May 15, 1972,
the Federal debt stood at
$427,283,000,000 (Four hundred twenty-
seven billion, two hundred eighty-three
million) which reflects a debt increase
of nearly $5 trillion—$4,916,780,176,240.27
(Four trillion, nine hundred sixteen bil-
lion, seven hundred eighty million, one
hundred seventy-six thousand, two
hundred forty dollars and twenty-seven
cents) during the past 25 years.
f

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 10:02 a.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr.. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following bill, in which requests the
concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 1469. An act making emergency sup-
plemental appropriations for recovery from
natural disasters, and for overseas peace-
keeping efforts, including those in Bosnia,
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1997,
and for other purposes.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
RECEIVED DURING ADJOURNMENT

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of January 7, 1997, the Sec-
retary of the Senate, on May 16, 1997,
during the adjournment of the Senate,
received a message from the House of
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Representatives announcing that the
House disagrees to the amendment of
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 1469) mak-
ing emergency supplemental appropria-
tions for recovery from natural disas-
ters; and for overseas peacekeeping ef-
forts, including those in Bosnia, for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1997,
and for other purposes, and agrees to
the conference asked by the Senate on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon; and appoints Mr. LIVINGSTON,
Mr. MCDADE, Mr. YOUNG of Florida, Mr.
REGULA, Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr.
PORTER, Mr. ROGERS, Mr. SKEEN, Mr.
WOLF, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. PACKARD, Mr.
CALLAHAN, Mr. WALSH, Mr. TAYLOR of
North Carolina, Mr. OBEY, Mr. YATES,
Mr. STOKES, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. SABO,
Mr. FAZIO, Mr. HOYER, Mr. MOLLOHAN,
Ms. KAPTUR, and Ms. PELOSI, as the
managers of the conference on the part
of the House.

The message also announced that
pursuant to the provisions of 22 U.S.C.
276h, the Speaker appoints the follow-
ing Members of the House to the Mex-
ico-United States Interparliamentary
Group: Mr. GILMAN, Vice Chairman,
Mr. DREIER, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr.
CAMPBELL, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. GEJDEN-
SON, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
UNDERWOOD, and Mr. REYES.

f

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself and
Mr. BREAUX):

S. 757. A bill to amend the Employee Re-
tirement Savings Act of 1974 to promote re-
tirement income savings through the estab-
lishment of an outreach program in the De-
partment of Labor and periodic National
Summits on Retirement Savings; to the
Committee on Labor and Human Resources.

By Mr. LEVIN:
S. 758. A bill to make certain technical cor-

rections to the Lobbying Disclosure Act of
1995; to the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs.

By Mr. COVERDELL:
S. 759. A bill to provide for an annual re-

port to Congress concerning diplomatic im-
munity; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

By Ms. SNOWE:
S. 760. A bill to ensure the continuation of

gender-integrated training in the Armed
Forces; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

By Mr. DODD (for himself and Mr. HAR-
KIN):

S. 761. A bill to amend the Rehabilitation
Act of 1973 to establish certain additional re-
quirements relating to electronic and infor-
mation technology accessibility guidelines
for individuals with disabilities, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Labor
and Human Resources.

By Ms. SNOWE:
S. 762. A bill to amend title 10, United

States Code, to provide for the investigation
of complaints of sexual harassment and
other sexual offenses in the Armed Forces; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

STATEMENTS OF INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself
and Mr. BREAUX):

S. 757. A bill to amend the Employee
Retirement Savings Act of 1974 to pro-
mote retirement income savings
through the establishment of an out-
reach program in the Department of
Labor and periodic national summits
on retirement savings; to the Commit-
tee on Labor and Human Resources.

THE SAVINGS ARE VITAL TO EVERYONE’S
RETIREMENT ACT OF 1997

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President,
today I am pleased to introduce legis-
lation to address a problem of critical
importance to this country: The dismal
level of individual retirement savings.
This measure would encourage retire-
ment savings by initiating an edu-
cation project and creating a national
summit on retirement savings.

Before I go any further let me read
you some statistics:

Our national net savings fell from 7.1
to 1.8 percent from the 1970’s to the
1990’s. On an individual level, this
means that individuals may not be able
to retire when they desire with the life-
style that they desire.

In a 1994 survey by the Employee
Benefits Research Institute [EBRI]: 14
percent of workers who were saving for
their retirement did not know much
they had saved, and 13 percent saved
less than $1,000.

In another survey by Merrill Lynch
of workers in their forties and early fif-
ties, savings levels had dropped by 6
percent from 1988 to 1994.

According to the 1996 Retirement
Confidence Survey released earlier this
year by the EBRI: Only one-third of
American workers have calculated how
much money they will need to have
saved by retirement in order to live
comfortably; of the workers that have
tried to determine how much money
they should be saving, only one-third
felt very confident that they had deter-
mined an accurate figure; when asked
how much they calculated that they
would need to save, 42 percent could
not give an amount; and less than 20
percent had a specific number with
which to work.

So, the problem is twofold: There is a
lack of adequate retirement savings,
and Americans workers do not under-
stand the importance of determining
how much money they should be saving
in order to retire comfortably. The
Special Committee on Aging, which I
chair, held its first hearing on meeting
the challenges of the retiring baby
boom generation. At that hearing, wit-
ness after witness stressed the need to
start a national public education cam-
paign. This downward trend in savings
couldn’t be happending at a worse
time, given the retirement of the first
wave of baby boomers is in just over 10
years. When baby boomers retire we
will be unable to sustain, as presently
structured, the programs on which the
elderly rely for their health and in-
come security. Educating the public

about the necessity to save for their re-
tirement is vital. That is why I am in-
troducing the Savings Are Vital to Ev-
eryone’s Retirement, or SAVER, Act of
1997.

The SAVER Act would direct the De-
partment of Labor to maintain an on-
going retirement savings education
program. This program would include
public service announcements, public
meetings, the creation and dissemina-
tion of educational materials, and es-
tablish a site on the Internet. This
project will give the American people
the information they need, in terms
they can understand, to develop retire-
ment savings goals and a plan to
achieve those goals. The information
will include the tools necessary for in-
dividuals to cacluate how much an in-
dividual will need to save. Just a im-
portant, this educational effort will
also focus on how employers can estab-
lish different retirement savings ar-
rangements for their employees.

My legislation will also convene a
national summit on retirement sav-
ings. The summit will bring together in
one forum experts in the field of em-
ployee benefits and retirement savings,
leaders of Government, and interested
parties from the private sector and the
general public. By bringing these dele-
gates together we hope to advance the
public’s knowledge and understanding
of the need to put money away for re-
tirement, urge American workers to
set aside adequate funds, and identify
the impediments for small employers
in setting up retirement savings ar-
rangements for their employees.

I want to commend Congressmen
HARRIS FAWELL and DONALD PAYNE,
chairman and ranking member of the
Subcommittee on Employee-Employer
Relations of the Education and
Workforce Committee, for their leader-
ship. The House legislation, H.R. 1377,
has bipartisan support with over 30 co-
sponsors across the political spectrum.
In addition the bill is endorsed by the
several organizations including the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce, and the
American Association of Retired Per-
sons.

Today’s workers need to have con-
fidence and feel good about their re-
tirement and quality of life. One of the
most important things Government
can do is encourage individuals to ac-
quire the knowledge that will help
them achieve a secure retirement. The
SAVER Act is by no means a solution
to the problem of inadequate retire-
ment savings, but it is a critical first
step to facing the future demographic
tidalwave.

By Mr. LEVIN:
S. 758. A bill to make certain tech-

nical corrections to the Lobbying Dis-
closure Act of 1995; to the Committee
on Governmental Affairs.

THE LOBBYING DISCLOSURE TECHNICAL
AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1997

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I intro-
duce the Lobbying Disclosure Tech-
nical Amendments Act of 1997. Last
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